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Introduction & Presentation Outline

Team:   Cole + Russell Architects
• Headquarters – Cincinnati, Ohio

Branch Office – Denver, Colorado
• Completed over 200 government projects 

nationally in the past decade.
• Continuing General Services Contract as 

Architectural Partner for all Hamilton County 
facilities.

• Comprehensive Needs Assessments/ 
Feasibility Studies: 32

• Architectural Registration in 48 states, District 
of Columbia, & Ontario, Canada

• Projects in 47 states
• 2005 Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber of 

Commerce Small Business of the Year
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Introduction & Presentation Outline

Team:   Voorhis Associates, Inc.

Correctional Projects
• 133 correctional master planning projects
• 29,800 planned beds
• 16,800 built beds
• $1,990,758,000 in built projects

Key Staff Experience
• Operational and local government background
• In the business for more than 30 years
• Firm under same management for 20 years
• Consulting services to 12 Ohio Counties
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Introduction & Presentation Outline

Team:   PSA Dewberry
Justice Experience –

• National Experience – 127 Justice Projects 
in 27 States

• 33 Years Justice Design Experience

• Over 60 County Jails in Midwest

• Over 50,000 Beds in Midwest

• Over $900 million construction 

• Active in AJA, ACA
̶ ACA Facility Design Committee
̶ ACA Commission on Accreditation 
̶ Participation in over 20 Panels and/or Workshops 

• 40 AIA Committee on Justice Published Projects

• In-House Security/Technology Specialists
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Where Are We In The Process

FINAL 
RECOMMENDATION

PUBLIC 
INPUT

FINANCING/
AFFORDABILITY

OTHER OPTIONS
/ CCA

RECOMMENDED 
PROGRAM

BED REDUCTION
PROJECTIONS

CURRENT EFFORT (1-3-2007 – 2-8-2007)
BUILT ON PREVIOUS WORK

BASED ON HC HISTORIC STATISTICS FROM 1974 – 2006
PROJECTIONS BASED ON NATIONAL TRENDS BASED ON CENSUS

PREVIOUS WORK – (2004 – 2006)
BASED ON HISTORIC STATISTICS FROM 1974 – 2004

IMPACT OF 
TEMPORARY 
STRUCTURES

VERA / 
CARTER GOBEL
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Introduction & Presentation Outline

Outline of Presentation:
– Problem Statement
– Understanding the Issues
– Scenarios to Address the Issues
– Preliminary Site Evaluations
– Questions?
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Problem Statement

• Not A New Problem 

• Not Enough Beds

• Not The Right Kind Of Beds

• Current Facilities Do Not Meet Applicable Standards

• Not Enough Support Space 

• Multiple Facilities Cause Operational & Cost Inefficiencies

• Don’t Have Control Of Majority Of Beds
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Understanding the Issues
Not a New Problem

Capacity

ADP
Legend:
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Understanding the Issues
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Understanding the Issues
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Understanding the Issues
Inmate Population: Averages, Lows and HighsInmate Population: Averages, Lows and Highs
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Understanding the Issues
Average Daily Population (ADP) – Current and Projected
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Understanding the Issues
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• Projection Assumptions
– County population will follow census 

projections
– Incarceration rate will increase at the 

same rate 
– Incarceration rate driver is both 

increased arrests and length of stay
– Peak populations will be follow current 

patterns
• Planning Period

– Core for 30 years
– Housing for 10 years
– Implementation of “what works”

programming in the jail
– Jail programs linked to community-

based alternatives

Population Planning Assumptions
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Time in Jail Before Release
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• 42% of all persons arrested are 
released within 1 day, 62% within 1 
week

• 7% of all people arrested stay more 
than 60 days, but they use 65% of jail 
space

• Managing jail population relies on:
– Developing processes and programs for 

long-term inmates
– Developing alternatives to incarceration 

to keep those released in the 
community

– Strategic linkage of jail and community 
programs to reduce recidivism

Understanding the Issues

Space Utilization in the Jail
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Understanding the Issues
Capacity Planning Target - Males
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Understanding the Issues
Capacity Planning Target - Females
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Understanding the Issues
Capacity Planning Target - Summary

Projected Need 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Projected Beds Needed 2,798 2,918 3,254 3,472 3,680 3,879
female 343 367 390 411 429 446

male 2,455 2,551 2,864 3,061 3,251 3,433
Modified early release (female only) 401 440 476 510 540 567
Female beds added to Scenario 1 58 73 86 99 111 121
Capacity Planning Target 2,856 2,991 3,340 3,571 3,791 4,000
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Understanding the Issues 
Not Enough Beds
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Understanding the Issues 
Not the Right Type of Beds - Current
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Understanding the Issues 
Not the Right Type of Beds – Projected for Year 2020
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• Programs for Drug-Involved 
Offenders

• Cognitive-behavioral 
Treatment

• Intensive Supervision – Linked 
to Treatment

• Work and Educational 
Programs

• Recidivism rate reductions vary 
from about 5% to 30%

• Time in program is important
• Continuum of services
• Assessment / release planning

What Kind of Programs Work? What Influences Success?

Understanding the Issues

What Works?
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Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation

Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N
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Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Hamilton Co.  Justice Center

Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center

H

Inadequate parking in Sallyport

Overview of HCJC
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Exposed electrical and 
telecommunications 
conduit in inmate areas.

Damage to spray-applied 
fireproofing - code-required 
fire resistance.

Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Queensgate Facility

Queensgate 
Facility

Q
Deterioration of stone 
foundation walls

Non-compliant stairs create 
safety and security
risks for staff and inmates
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Deteriorating concrete roof deckWindows do not meet 
detention standards

Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Reading Road Facility

Reading Road 
Facility

R

Exposed electrical and telecommunications 
in the exterior physical fitness area
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Egress component does 
not meet ADA or building 
code requirements

Stairs do not meet building 
code requirements

Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Turning Point Facility

Turning Point 
Facility

T

Windows do not meet 
detention standards.
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Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Operational Evaluations

Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N
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Understanding the Issues 
Current Facility Evaluation – Operational Evaluations

Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N
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• Statement of Basic Assumptions:
– All scenarios will address the needs to meet the projected 

capacity for the year 2020.
– All renovations to existing facilities are 30-year solutions.
– All scenarios will address facility upgrades required to meet 

current Ohio Building Code requirements.
– All scenarios will address facility upgrades required to meet the 

Ohio Bureau of Adult Detention criteria.
– Costs evaluations associated with each scenario include the 

following:
• Capital Costs
• Operational Costs

Scenarios to Address the Issues
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Overview 
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Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N

Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 1 
Scenario 1 – Maximize Existing Facilities and only add needed new beds

Total Capital Cost: $241,214,741
(1) Year Operational Cost: $70,626,617

$2,072,700 $6,542,199$44,617,216 $4,441,601 $183,541,025Capital cost:
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 1 

Drawbacks:
• There are 5 facilities to maintain and operate.
• Expanded transportation between 5 facilities.
• Women are housed at two facilities.
• Queensgate, Reading Road and Turning Point will need 

extensive renovations.
• Temporary housing during renovations.
• The capacity at Queensgate must be significantly reduced to 

provide programmatic services.
• High-rise nature of the facility is more difficult to operate and 

presents higher level of risk.
• Queensgate will be underutilized without a change of mission.

Scenario 1 – Maximize Existing Facilities and only add needed new beds
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Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N

Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario2 
Scenario 2 – Replace Queensgate Facility and add new needed beds

Total Capital Cost: $220,732,143
(1) Year Operational Cost: $64,002,015

$2,072,700 $6,542,199$0 $4,441,601 $207,675,643Capital cost:
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 2 

Drawbacks:
• There are 4 facilities to maintain and operate.
• Transportation between 4 facilities.
• Women are housed at two facilities.
• Reading Road and Turning Point will need extensive renovations.
• Temporary housing during renovations.

Scenario 2 – Replace Queensgate Facility and add new needed beds
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Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility New Facility

R T N

Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 3 
Scenario 3 – Maintain HCJC and Queensgate, construct additional needed beds

Total Capital Cost: $235,310,114
(1) Year Operational Cost: $68,222,602

$2,072,700 $0$44,617,216 $0 $188,620,198Capital cost:
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 3

Drawbacks:
• There are 3 facilities to maintain and operate.
• Queensgate will need extensive renovations.
• Temporary housing during renovations.
• The capacity at Queensgate must be significantly reduced to 

provide programmatic services.
• High-rise nature of the facility is more difficult to operate and 

presents higher level of risk.
• Queensgate will be underutilized without a change of mission.

Scenario 3 – Maintain HCJC and Queensgate, construct additional needed beds
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Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility

New Facility

R T N

Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 4
Scenario 4 – Maintain HCJC and consolidate all other facilities

Total Capital Cost: $220,219,355
(1) Year Operational Cost: $63,679,500

$2,072,700 $0$0 $0 $218,146,655Capital cost:
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 4

Drawbacks:
• Higher initial capital costs.
• Must vacate 3 current facilities.

Scenario 4 – Maintain HCJC and consolidate all other facilities
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Hamilton Co. 
Justice Center 

H

Queensgate 
Facility

Q

Reading Road 
Facility

Turning Point 
Facility

New Facility

R T N

Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 5
Scenario 5 – Maintain HCJC and add only 1,804 beds

Total Capital Cost: $200,408,150
(1) Year Operational Cost: $59,129,315

$2,072,700 $0$0 $0 $198,335,450Capital cost:

360
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – Scenario 5
Scenario 5 – Maintain HCJC and add only 1,804 beds

Drawbacks:

•Higher initial capital costs.

•Must vacate 3 current facilities.

•May not fully meet projected 2020 needs
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Scenarios to Address the Issues – COSTS
Budget Costs for the Scenarios

Beds

Capital 
Cost

Operational 
Cost

Un-inflated Life 
Cycle Cost (30-Year)

Facility 
Diagrams

New

Total

New

Renovations

Total

New

Lease

Current

Annual

H Q R

T N

H Q R

T N

H Q R

T N

H Q R

T N

Scenario 1        Scenario 2         Scenario 3       Scenario 4 Scenario 5

H Q R

T N

1,492 beds              1,972 beds              1,576 beds      2,176 beds

3,518 beds              3,422 beds             3,392 beds       3,416 beds

1,804 beds

3,044 beds

$183,541,025         $207,675,643          $188,620,198         $218,146,655

$57,673,716           $13,056,500            $46,689,916      $2,072,700

$241,214,741         $220,732,143          $235,310,114         $220,219,355

$198,335,450

$2,072,700

$200,408,150

$22,726,600            $18,345,300 $20,764,600           $18,464,800

$2,685,317                 $442,015 $2,243,302                         $ 0

$45,214,700            $45,214,700 $45,214,700           $45,214,700

$70,626,617            $64,002,015 $68,222,602           $63,679,500

$13,912,800

$ 0

$45,214,700

$59,127,500

$2,360,013,000   $2,140,793,000   $2,281,988,000  $2,130,604,000 $1,974,233,000
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Scenarios to Address the Issues - Costs

CAPITAL COSTS - New Facility Scenario Comparison

SCENARIO #1
 # 

Beds SCENARIO #2
 # 

Beds SCENARIO #3
 # 

Beds SCENARIO #4
 # 

Beds Scenario #5
 # 

Beds

Cost / 60 
Cell Bed 

Unit

Cost / 60 
Dorm Bed 

Unit

New Facility
Base Building / 
Core / Site

$50,982,750 $52,373,250 $51,270,750 $52,974,000 $51,808,500

Cell Hous ing $49,905,375 688 $49,905,375 688 $49,905,375 688 $49,905,375 688 $50,863,125 724 $4,215,176
Dorm itory 
Hous ing

$27,864,375
804

$43,590,625
1,284

$31,178,625
888

$50,416,125
1,488

$36,573,375
1,080 $2,031,854

Sub-Total Hard 
Building Costs

$128,752,500 $145,869,250 $132,354,750 $153,295,500 $139,245,000

Site Acquis ition 
(Allowance)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Site Dem olition 
(Allowance)

$2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000

Equipm ent & 
Furnishings

$3,862,575 $4,376,078 $3,970,643 $4,598,865 $4,177,350
$232,075 $232,075

Project Soft Cos ts
$25,750,500 $29,173,850 $26,470,950 $30,659,100 $27,849,000

$928,300 $928,300
Contingency $23,175,450 $26,256,465 $23,823,855 $27,593,190 $25,064,100 $835,470 $835,470
TOTAL $183,541,025 1,492 $207,675,643 1,972 $188,620,198 1,576 $218,146,655 2,176 $198,335,450 1,804 $6,211,021 $4,027,699
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Scenarios to Address the Issues
New Facility Concept Plan Layout – Scenario 1

CONCEPT LOWER LEVEL PLANCONCEPT UPPER LEVEL PLAN

Scenario 1 – Maximize Existing Facilities and only add needed new beds

Male Beds: 1,068
Female Beds:    424

Total Beds: 1,492

South along Spring Grove

North along Spring Grove
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Scenarios to Address the Issues
New Facility Concept Plan Layout – Scenario 2

CONCEPT LOWER LEVEL PLANCONCEPT UPPER LEVEL PLAN

Scenario 2  – Replace Queensgate Facility and add new needed beds

Male Beds: 1,548
Female Beds:    424

Total Beds: 1,972

North along Spring Grove

South along Spring Grove
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Scenarios to Address the Issues
New Facility Concept Plan Layout – Scenario 3

CONCEPT LOWER LEVEL PLANCONCEPT UPPER LEVEL PLAN

Scenario 3 – Maintain HCJC and Queensgate, construct additional needed beds

Male Beds: 1,068
Female Beds:    508

Total Beds: 1,576

South along Spring Grove

North along Spring Grove
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Scenarios to Address the Issues
New Facility Concept Plan Layout – Scenario 4

CONCEPT LOWER LEVEL PLANCONCEPT UPPER LEVEL PLAN

Scenario 4 – Maintain HCJC and consolidate all other facilities

Male Beds: 1,668
Female Beds:    508

Total Beds: 2,176

South along Spring Grove

North along Spring Grove
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CONCEPT LOWER LEVEL PLAN

Scenarios to Address the Issues
New Facility Concept Plan Layout – Scenario 5
Scenario 5 – Maintain HCJC and add only 1,804 beds

Male Beds: 1,316
Female Beds:    488

Total Beds: 1,804

CONCEPT UPPER LEVEL PLAN
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Preliminary Site Evaluation
Vicinity Map
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BROADWAY 
COMMONS

CENTER HILL 
& ESTE

SARA LEE SPINNEY 
FIELD/QUEEN 
CITY BARREL

OPERATIONAL PROXIMITY
ACCESS
ACREAGE
EXPANSION POTENTIAL
TOPOGRAPHY
ENVIRONMENTAL
GEOLOGY 
FLOOD PLAIN
AVAILABILITY - IMPACT ON 
SCHEDULE
SITE CONSOLIDATION ISSUES 
UTILITY LIMITATIONS
COST OF PROPERTY
VALUE OF LATENT LIABILITIES 
RELATED TO CONTAMINATION
SITE IMPACTS ON PROGRAM
SITE IMPACTS ON DESIGN
SITE DRIVEN PREMIUMS
CITY ISSUES / ZONING
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
NEIGHBORHOOD RESIST.
HIGHEST & BEST USE

LEGEND
     Favorable
     Neutral / Requires More Study
     Unfavorable 
     Problematic

Preliminary Site Evaluation
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Sara Lee / Kahn’s

Preliminary Site Evaluation


